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ABSTRACT
This study presents the findings of a content analysis of student handbooks from 23
public high schools in a suburban Illinois county. A checklist was utilized to compare
discipline policy information between handbooks published in the school years prior to
and following implementation of Illinois Senate Bill 100. The results included 20 of the
23 schools’ handbooks demonstrating an increase in their reflection of Senate Bill 100
requirements from the 2015-16 to 2016-17 school years with approximately half of the
schools modifying handbook language from pre- to post-implementation years to remove
zero-tolerance policies and reflect policies aligned with the Senate Bill 100 requirements
for make-up work and re-engagement following student exclusion. While these initial
results appear promising, much is left to be known regarding how the modifications
reflected in the handbooks are applied in practice and the impact on student outcomes in
order to fully understand whether the goals of Senate Bill 100 will be realized. In order to
take significant steps toward combatting the negative outcomes and disproportionality
associated with exclusionary discipline, a recommendation is offered for school
personnel to continue to examine alignment with Senate Bill 100 while committing to
collaborative actions to improve systemic practices.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Exclusionary Discipline in the United States
When examining disciplinary practices in schools, concerns with the adverse
impact of exclusionary practices, including out-of-school suspension and expulsion, have
long been documented as pervasive issues across the United States. For example, in 2001,
Skiba and Knesting summarized the lack of evidence of the effectiveness of zero
tolerance discipline policies, suggesting a need for alternative approaches. In a 2002
article, Vavrus and Cole reported that removal from the educational environment via
suspension or expulsion frequently involves race or gender bias resulting in disparities in
its use, known as disproportionality, which impart significant adverse effects upon
minority student subgroups. In addition to race or gender bias, disproportionality with the
application of exclusionary discipline has also been cited on the basis of disability and
sexual orientation (Morgan et al., 2014). Because of the problems highlighted in studies
of disciplinary practices, in 2008, as a result of a review of literature dating back to 1979,
the American Psychological Association Task Force on Zero Tolerance Policies
recommended reforming zero-tolerance policies and utilizing alternative approaches to
exclusionary discipline. Despite the long-standing evidence of a need for reform, recent
literature suggests a lack of change over the last several decades to effectively address
cited concerns with discipline practices in the United States. In a January 2014 “Dear
1
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Colleague Letter,” the authors stated that African American students in the general
education population are expelled or suspended three times more often than white
students. The authors also described the ongoing adverse impact of exclusionary
discipline, citing multiple research studies that link exclusion to “school avoidance and
diminished educational engagement; decreased academic achievement; increased
behavior problems; increased likelihood of dropping out; substance abuse; and
involvement with juvenile justice systems” (U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights
Division & U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights, 2014, p. 4).
Scope of Problem in Illinois
While disparities between the suspension rates of black and white students have
been reported across the country, discipline data from the 2011-12 school year revealed
Illinois to be one of eleven states (and D.C.) with a rate of disproportionality that exceeds
the national average. Data from 2011-12 indicated that, in Illinois, 19% of black male
students received out-of-school suspensions compared with 5% of their white male peers.
In that same year, 13% of black female students received out-of-school suspensions
compared with 2% of white females (U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil
Rights, 2014).
Additionally, published data indicated that during the 2014-15 school year, an
estimated 45% of Illinois students who received suspensions, expulsions, or disciplinerelated transfers to alternative schools were African American. African American
students, however, represented only approximately 17.5% of the total student population
(Transforming School Discipline Collaborative [TSDC], 2016b).
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Illinois Senate Bill 100
In order to address the identified concerns with discipline practices in Illinois, on
August 24, 2015, Illinois Gov. Bruce Rauner signed into law Illinois Public Act 99-0456,
first introduced and commonly referred to as Illinois Senate Bill 100. The mandates of
Illinois Public Act 99-0456 (hereafter “Senate Bill 100”), which became effective on
September 15, 2016, require Illinois public school districts to alter discipline practices
significantly, including banning zero tolerance policies and adopting more inclusive
disciplinary consequences (TSDC, 2016b). Although Senate Bill 100 represents a step
toward reform, given the lack of significant change over the decades during which
concerns with discipline practices have been documented, more should be known about
the actual impact of Senate Bill 100 on school discipline policies in Illinois.
Study Purpose and Goals
The purpose of the proposed research study is to identify how and to what extent,
if any, Illinois public high schools modified their discipline policies for the 2016-17
school year in conjunction with the initial implementation of Senate Bill 100, as well as
to examine how those policies comply with the requirements of Senate Bill 100. The
results of the proposed research will serve to identify the initial impact of the legislation
on written policies, as well as to identify gaps between legislative requirements and
written policies in order to provide recommendations for further reform. Additionally, the
research will identify language and practices reflected in school district policies that
could provide an example to other schools.
In order to achieve the aforementioned goals, the scope of the current study will
be limited to public high schools located within one suburban Illinois county. The
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purpose of limiting the scope to one county is to increase the likelihood that
recommendations for further reform are provided directly to the actual school districts via
countywide professional development and networking events. These same opportunities
could also be utilized for districts to discuss the changes that they have implemented,
including those practices that are identified as exemplars, and the outcomes that the
districts have realized as a result.
Research Questions
In order to effectively achieve the stated purpose, the proposed research study will
seek to answer the following two questions:
1. To what extent, if any, have the student handbooks of public high schools in one
suburban Illinois county been modified from the 2015-16 to the 2016-17 school
year to reflect the requirements of Senate Bill 100?
a. To what extent do the 2015-16 student handbooks reflect the
requirements of Senate Bill 100? (pre-implementation)
b. To what extent do the 2016-17 student handbooks reflect the
requirements of Senate Bill 100? (post-implementation)
c. To what extent have the student handbooks changed from 2015-16 to
2016-17 with respect to the requirements of Senate Bill 100?
2. How have the student handbooks of public high schools in one suburban Illinois
county been modified from the 2015-16 to the 2016-17 school year to reflect the
requirements of Senate Bill 100?
a. How do the 2015-16 student handbooks reflect the requirements of
Senate Bill 100? (pre-implementation)
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b. How do the 2016-17 student handbooks reflect the requirements of
Senate Bill 100? (post-implementation)
c. How have the student handbooks changed from 2015-16 to 2016-17
with respect to the requirements of Senate Bill 100?

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Purpose of School Discipline
A review of the literature on school discipline indicates several distinct purposes
for the rendering of disciplinary consequences for behavioral infractions in schools. First,
discipline is utilized to maintain safety (American Psychological Association Task Force
on Zero Tolerance Policies, 2008; Mallett, 2016; Skiba & Rausch, 2006) and foster a safe
school climate (Ewing, 2000). Second, discipline aims to reduce classroom disruptions in
order to create an environment that is conducive to learning (American Psychological
Association Task Force on Zero Tolerance Policies, 2008; Skiba & Rausch, 2006). Skiba
and Rausch (2006) also highlight goals of teaching essential social skills and reducing the
likelihood of repeat offenses.
Exclusionary Discipline
Definition and Prevalence
A trend toward the use of exclusionary discipline practices, including suspension
and expulsion (Skiba & Knesting, 2001) has been observed since the 1980s (Mallett,
2016). Studies suggest that suspension, which involves temporary removal from school
for a specified number of school days (Sharkey & Fenning, 2012), is among the most
common behavioral consequence used in schools (Fabelo et al., 2011; Lewis, Butler,
Bonner, & Joubert, 2010; Skiba & Knesting, 2001). Although used less frequently,
6
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expulsion, which results in permanent removal from school (Vavrus & Cole, 2002) has
also increased in prevalence in the last several decades. Nearly twice as many students
were suspended or expelled from school in 2010 as compared with the numbers reported
in 1974 (Skiba, Arredondo, & Williams, 2014). While expulsion is generally utilized for
moderate to severe behavioral infractions, suspensions have frequently been applied as a
consequence for relatively mild, nonviolent behaviors (Skiba & Knesting, 2001; Skiba &
Rausch, 2006; Vavrus & Cole, 2002).
Zero-Tolerance Policies
A review of the literature indicates a frequent overlap in the discussion between
the use of exclusionary discipline practices and zero-tolerance policies in schools
(Morrison & Vaandering, 2012; Skiba & Rausch, 2006). Zero-tolerance policies involve
the application of predetermined disciplinary consequences as the result of a specified
behavioral infraction (American Psychological Association Task Force on Zero
Tolerance Policies, 2008; Mallet, 2016; Skiba & Knesting, 2001). The consequences are
typically punitive and rendered without consideration of those factors that are unique to
the behavioral infraction (American Psychological Association Task Force on Zero
Tolerance Policies, 2008). The American Psychological Association Zero Tolerance Task
Force (2008) and Gregory and Cornell (2009) reported the use of zero-tolerance policies
to be widespread throughout schools in the United States.
Support for Exclusionary Discipline
Proponents of the use of exclusionary discipline practices argue that removing
students from school helps to increase compliance (Landrum & Kauffman, 2006) and to
maintain a safe environment conducive to learning (Skiba & Rausch, 2006; Wald &
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Losen, 2003). Supporters of zero tolerance policies assert that such policies will deter
students from committing serious behavioral infractions (Ewing, 2000; González, 2012;
Skiba & Knesting, 2001). Additionally, Larson and Ovando (2001) suggest that failure to
punish disciplinary violations adequately will create an appearance that the school is not
concerned about safety.
As an additional example of support, Bear (2010, 2012) argues for the use of
suspension in schools as one component of a comprehensive approach to discipline. Bear
(2012) states that “if the criterion used to evaluate the effectiveness of suspension, or any
other form of punishment, is a reduction in behavior problems via either deterrence or
correction, then research supports its use for the majority of students in most schools,
although certainly not for all students” (p. 179). Based on this argument, Bear (2012)
advocates for use of a combination of disciplinary practices, including punitive discipline
to address behavioral concerns and alternative approaches that help students to develop
self-discipline.
Finally, in a study of the effectiveness of multiple types of discipline practices,
Flannery, Frank, and Kato (2012) found out-of-school suspension to be effective at
decreasing the likelihood of repeat truancy offenses. However, the results also indicated
that repeat exclusion over time as the result of out-of-school suspensions was associated
with increased truancy (Flannery et al., 2012)
Evidence Against Exclusionary Discipline
In contrast with the arguments in support of exclusionary discipline and zero
tolerance, several studies have found that exclusionary practices and zero-tolerance
policies do not demonstrate evidence of reduced behavioral infractions or an improved
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school climate (American Psychological Association Task Force on Zero Tolerance
Policies, 2008; Christle, Jolivette, & Nelson, 2005; Skiba & Raush, 2006). Furthermore,
the use of exclusionary discipline has been found to lead to increases in academic
difficulties (Algozzine, Wang, & Violette, 2011; Arcia, 2006; Skiba & Rausch, 2006),
behavioral challenges (Algozzine et al., 2011; Hemphill, Toumbourou, Herrenkohl,
McMorris, & Catalano, 2006; Skiba & Rausch, 2006), feelings of stigmatization and
alienation (Sander, Sharkey, Olivarri, Tanigawa, & Mauseth, 2010; Suvall, 2009),
substance abuse (Hemphill, Heerde, Herrenkohl, Toumbourou, & Catalano, 2012); and
dropout rates (Skiba & Knesting, 2001; Skiba & Rausch, 2006). The concept of a
“school-to-prison pipeline,” has also been frequently described in reference to a positive
correlation between exclusionary school discipline and association with the juvenile
justice system (Kang-Brown, Trone, Fratello, & Daftary-Kapur, 2013; Mallett, 2013,
2016; Skiba et al., 2014; Wald & Losen, 2003).
Disproportionality and Implicit Bias
Finally, studies indicate recurring themes of disproportionality in the rendering of
school-based behavioral consequences. This includes evidence of disproportionality in
the use of suspension and expulsion on the basis of race (Eitle & Eitle, 2004; Gregory &
Weinstein, 2008; Losen, 2015; Morgan, Salomon, Plotkin, & Cohen, 2014; Skiba et al.,
2011; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002; Wald & Losen, 2003); socio-economic
status (Skiba & Knesting, 2001); disability (Krezmien, Leone, & Achilles, 2006; Morgan
et al., 2014; Raffaele Mendez, 2003); and sexual orientation (Himmelstein & Bruckner,
2011; Morgan et al., 2014).
Even when educators intend to administer discipline in a fair and impartial
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manner, studies have linked the existence of disproportionality in education to the
notion of implicit bias, which involves the application of unconscious mental associations
to a person’s behavior and decision making (Staats, 2016). One such example of implicit
bias that has been documented in numerous studies includes the association of African
American males with aggressive behavior, even amongst people who do not report such
beliefs (Eberhardt, Goff, Purdie, & Davies, 2004).
These implicit biases may lead to unintentional disproportionality with respect to
school discipline. For instance, Skiba et al. (2002) presented the results of a study that
revealed that students of color had received discipline for subjective infractions, such as
disrespect, more frequently than White students. According to Staats (2016),
even individuals who profess egalitarian intentions and try to treat all individuals
fairly can still unknowingly act in ways that reflect their implicit – rather than
their explicit – biases. Thus, even well-intentioned individuals can act in ways
that produce inequitable outcomes for different groups. (p. 30)
Staats (2016) also reported that the existence of implicit bias is particularly common in
circumstances that are ambiguous, must be addressed in a short timeframe, or involve
mental fatigue, which are likely characteristics of situations in which educators are
addressing student behavior and disciplinary infractions.
Federal Guidance for Reform
As a result of the evidence of negative outcomes associated with exclusionary
discipline practices and zero-tolerance policies, federal agencies have published several
documents in recent years that provide explicit guidance for school districts with respect
to discipline practices. In 2014, the U.S. Department of Education published a guide to
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support schools in modifying discipline policies to align with best practices. The
document cites the U.S. Departments of Justice and Education’s (2014) “Dear Colleague
Letter,” which provides direction for implementing discipline practices in a
nondiscriminatory manner. The guide is based on three principles: “(1) create positive
climates and focus on prevention; (2) develop clear, appropriate, and consistent
expectations and consequences to address disruptive behaviors; and (3) ensure fairness,
equity, and continuous improvement” (p. 1). Within the document, the authors suggest
explicit action steps that school districts can take in order to move toward each of the
guiding principles. Recommendations include implementing a multi-tiered system of
supports, training school staff, adopting nondiscriminatory discipline policies, and
engaging the community (U.S. Department of Education, 2014).
In the same year, the Council of State Governments Justice Center published a
report outlining contemporary issues related to school discipline and key strategies for
schools to combat those issues (Morgan et al., 2014). Broad topics addressed include:
“conditions for learning, targeted behavioral interventions, school-police partnerships,
and courts and juvenile justice… [as well as] information-sharing and data-collection
issues” (p. xl). Amongst its recommendations, the report highlights guidelines for
revising state laws related to school discipline, as well as for revising district codes of
conduct (Morgan et al., 2014)
In 2015, the U.S. Department of Education published an additional report that the
authors indicate builds upon aforementioned federal guidance documents published in
2014 (Osher et al., 2015). The purpose of the 2015 report is to provide concrete action
steps for schools to identify and address disproportionality in disciplinary practices. The
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authors urge school districts to evaluate data across several domains in order to
develop a data-driven plan of action (Osher et al., 2015).
Guidance for Reform Specific to Senate Bill 100
The Transforming School Discipline Collaborative (2016a, 2016b) has published
two documents that provide guidelines for school districts to develop discipline policies
and practices that align with the requirements of Senate Bill 100. The “Public Act 990456 School District Self-Assessment Checklist” organizes the requirements of Senate
Bill 100 into several categories with additional questions for consideration and tips for
implementation (TSDC, 2016a). The “TSDC’s Model Student Code of Conduct”
provides guidance for developing policies and practices that not only adhere to the
requirements of Senate Bill 100 but also incorporate additional practices to further
address the problems associated with exclusionary discipline (TSDC, 2016b).
The requirements delineated in the TSDC (2016a, 2016b) documents reflect
multiple points of overlap with federal guidance documents. For example, the following
concepts are presented in federal guides and also reflected in guidance documents as key
requirements of Senate Bill 100: eliminating zero-tolerance policies, increasing
community involvement, addressing bullying, developing agreements for partnering with
local law enforcement, limiting exclusionary discipline practices, providing support to
students when excluded, and providing staff training (Morgan et al., 2014; Osher et al.,
2015; TSDC, 2016a, 2016b; U.S. Department of Education, 2014).
Previous Studies Analyzing Discipline Policies
Multiple studies have been conducted in order to glean information related to the
discipline practices reflected in schools’ written codes of conduct. A review of available
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literature has not resulted in the identification of similar studies conducted since the
publication of Morgan et al. (2014), U.S. Department of Education (2014), Osher et al.
(2015), or the effective date of Senate Bill 100 in 2016 (TSDC, 2016b).
In 2000, Fenning, Parraga, and Wilczynski published the results of a study in
which the authors analyzed the content of school codes of conduct in order to determine
the frequency with which various types of consequences were reflected in written
policies. The results revealed punitive discipline, such as suspension and expulsion, to be
reflected more frequently in codes of conduct than those consequences that represent a
relatively more proactive response (Fenning et al., 2000).
In 2008, Fenning et al. conducted a study to expand upon previous findings. The
authors described a two-pronged purpose: to collect data describing the time that school
officials dedicate to discipline and to analyze the content of written discipline policies
used in Illinois schools. The findings of the 2008 study were consistent with that of the
2000 study with results that reflected a majority of those disciplinary practices described
in written codes of conduct to be exclusionary or punitive in nature, even as a response to
relatively mild behaviors (Fenning et al., 2008).
In 2012, Fenning et al. further expanded the content analysis to include written
discipline policies from high schools across six states. The results of this study again
indicated exclusionary practices, such as suspension and expulsion, to occur frequently
within written policies across all six states. The states, however, demonstrated variability
in the frequency with which exclusionary practices were indicated as a consequence for
minor behavioral infractions (Fenning et al., 2012).
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Discipline Policies and Student Handbooks
While discipline policy information may be present in a variety of school district
documents, the aforementioned prior studies examined written codes of conduct as the
source of information. The current study will also analyze the content of written codes of
conduct, specifically those found in student handbooks, given the following requirement
in Illinois School Code:
school authorities shall furnish a copy of the [student discipline] policy to the
parents or guardian of each pupil within 15 days after the beginning of the school
year, or within 15 days after starting classes for a pupil who transfers into the
district during the school year, and the school board or governing body of a
charter school shall require that a school inform its pupils of the contents of the
policy. (105 ILCS 5/10-20.14 (a))
With this requirement, Illinois School Code stresses the right of parents and students to
be informed of the school discipline policy. Distribution of the student handbook
containing the discipline policy, either via paper or electronic copy, is a convenient
method for schools to meet the Illinois School Code mandate and, therefore, may be the
primary resource that students and families rely on for information about their rights and
responsibilities.
Summary of Related Literature
Theoretically, exclusionary discipline exists to enhance the learning environment
and shape student behavior; however, the lack of evidence of positive outcomes, coupled
with evidence of negative outcomes and disproportionality, suggests a need for reform
(American Psychological Association Task Force on Zero Tolerance Policies, 2008;
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Skiba et al., 2014; Skiba & Rausch, 2006). As a result, federal organizations have
developed several documents in recent years to guide school districts in adapting
disciplinary practices and related systems (Morgan et al., 2014; Osher et al., 2015; U.S.
Department of Education, 2014). Similar documents have also been published to support
Illinois school districts in increasing compliance not only with best practices but also
with the requirements of Senate Bill 100 (TSDC, 2016a, 2016b).
Prior studies that have evaluated written discipline policies have utilized content
analysis methods to code and analyze content systematically (Fenning et al., 2008;
Fenning et al., 2000; Fenning et al., 2012). The methods employed within those studies
serve as a model for further research to assess school districts’ response to Senate Bill
100. Given the use of student handbooks to meet the state mandate that schools distribute
discipline policy information to parents and students, the analysis of student handbooks
provides a consistent measure of analyzing discipline policy information in a format in
which it is likely to be most commonly accessed.

CHAPTER III
METHOD
Units of Analysis
The units of analysis included the student handbooks of the public high schools
(grades 9-12) in the selected suburban Illinois county. These were selected as the units of
analysis in order to evaluate the code of conduct and discipline information presented to
students and families across each school in the county. All highs schools in the
population selected included discipline policy information within the student handbook
and published a copy of the handbook online for public access. No human subjects
participated in the study, and individual schools were not directly named in the results.
As previously discussed, the purpose for focusing upon public high schools in a
suburban county was to capitalize upon opportunities to utilize the results to provide
direct recommendations and examples through available countywide professional
development and networking opportunities. According to the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES, 2016) website, the selected county included 23 public high
schools. All units of analysis within the population were included in the study; therefore,
no sampling was required. While the handbooks, rather than the high schools, were the
units of study, demographic information from the 2016-17 school year has been included
in Appendix A in order to provide context of student composition and financial resources.
16

17
Instrumentation and Selection of Handbooks
Data was collected from the 2015-16 and 2016-17 student handbooks of all 23
public high schools located within the selected suburban Illinois county. Each handbook
was obtained via the school’s public website during the 2015-16 and 2016-17 school
years. In a few instances, the handbook posted on a school’s website was dated with a
previous school year, such as 2014-15 during the 2015-16 school year, or with a multiyear span, such as 2014-16 (see Appendix B for two discrepancies in year of publication).
These handbooks were included within the study so as to capture the information readily
available to students and parents during the school year of focus.
Procedure
Content Analysis and Development of Coding System
In order to measure the information found in the student handbooks, a content
analysis method was employed (Babbie, 2016). According to Babbie, content analysis is
“the study of recorded human communications, such as books, websites, paintings, and
laws” (2016, p. 323). So that each handbook could be consistently evaluated with respect
to the two research questions, a structured checklist was used to create a systematic
coding system. The items included in the TSDC (2016a) Self-Assessment Checklist,
which incorporates the requirements of Senate Bill 100, as well as related best practice
suggestions, were transferred to a coding spreadsheet (see Appendix C for a copy of the
TSDC Self-Assessment Checklist and see Appendix D for the coding spreadsheet derived
from the checklist).
Within the coding spreadsheet, a separate column was dedicated to each of the

18
school’s handbooks in each of the year’s studied. For example, School A’s 2015-16
handbook was coded in one column, followed by School A’s 2016-17 handbook in the
next column and School B’s 2015-16 handbook in the third column. This allowed for
each handbook’s data to be recorded and evaluated separately. It also provided for easy
comparison within the same school from one year to the next, as well as comparison
between schools in the same year. Each school was randomly assigned as School A
through School W, except for schools within the same district, which were assigned
consecutive letters of the alphabet to allow for easy comparison and presentation of
within-district data (see Appendix B for the composition of schools and districts).
Selection and Training of Coders
After developing the coding system, the primary researcher conducted a training
with a professor in school psychology and several graduate students in order to ensure
use of a consistent content analysis procedure. During the training, attendees reviewed
each item of the coding checklist to confirm a common understanding of the language.
They then practiced with the application of a handbook that was not included in the study
and agreed to a common interpretation of each item.
For the present study, the primary researcher coded each of the 46 handbooks (2
years of handbooks from each of the 23 public high schools). The professor and one of
the graduate students each coded a subset of the handbooks so that multiple raters (i.e.,
the primary researcher and either the graduate professor or the graduate student) coded 18
of the 46 handbooks, or handbooks of 9 of the 23 high schools. In order to determine the
rate of intercoder reliability, a percentage of agreement was calculated by dividing the
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total number of categories that both raters coded identically by the total number of
categories coded.
Coding Procedure
In order to evaluate the handbooks based upon the coding system, each handbook
was read, and the coder recorded a response for each of the items in the coding
spreadsheet. The majority of the items required a recording of “Yes” or “No” to indicate
whether the item was present or not present, respectively, in the handbook. Each of the
coding system items that represented changes in law as a direct result of Senate Bill 100
required a “Yes” or “No” response to indicate presence or absence. Those elements were
determined based upon a comparison of the TSDC checklist with the modifications made
to Illinois School Code to incorporate the requirements of Senate Bill 100. In total, 17 of
the coding system categories were identified as requirements of Senate Bill 100 (see
Appendix D for 17 required categories indicated by bold text). The remaining categories
were either present in Illinois School Code prior to Senate Bill 100, included in the SelfAssessment Checklist to capture best practice, or included in the study to gather
additional related information.
Additional items on the coding spreadsheet required descriptive entries in order to
gather additional information or examples. For instance, one item on the coding
spreadsheet required the coder to record whether the handbook indicated suspension as a
disciplinary consequence using a “Yes” or “No” response. If “Yes,” the subsequent item
required the coder to specify those behaviors indicated in the handbook as leading to
suspension. Rather than a “Yes” or “No” response, the coder listed verbatim those

20
behaviors specified in the handbook as infractions resulting in suspension.
Analysis Procedure
Because the two research questions sought to analyze change based upon the
adoption of Senate Bill 100, only the 17 coding system categories that reflect the
requirements of Senate Bill 100 were utilized in the calculation of the results for each
research question. Each category was coded as either present or not present for each
handbook analyzed. Whether a “Yes” response or a “No” response was reflective of the
Senate Bill 100 requirement for each of the 17 required categories is delineated in the
coding system (see Appendix D). For example, one of the coding categories required the
coder to record whether or not a zero-tolerance discipline policy was present in the
handbook using a “Yes” or “No” response. For this item, a response of “No” was
reflective of the Senate Bill 100 requirement.
In order to analyze the first research question, which sought to answer to what
extent the handbooks reflected the Senate Bill 100 requirements during each of the years
studied, a percentage of reflection was calculated for each school during the 2015-16 and
2016-17 school years. This calculation was obtained by dividing the number of categories
out of the 17 that were coded as reflective of the Senate Bill 100 requirement for a given
school’s handbook in a given year divided by the total number of coding system
categories required by Senate Bill 100, or 17. As an example, of the 17 coding system
categories included in the calculation, School A’s 2015-16 handbook reflected the Senate
Bill 100 requirement in 2 categories. Therefore, the percentage of compliance for School
A in the 2015-16 school year was 2/17 or 12%. In response to the first research question,
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the extent to which School A’s 2015-16 handbook reflected the requirements of Senate
Bill 100 was 12%.
In order to analyze the second research question, which sought to answer how
schools reflected the Senate Bill 100 requirements during each of the years studied, a
percentage of reflection was calculated for each of the 17 coding system categories that
capture Senate Bill 100 requirements. This calculation was obtained by dividing the total
number of handbooks for which the given category was coded as reflective of the Senate
Bill 100 requirement during a particular school year by the total number of handbooks
analyzed, which was 23 in each school year. For example, one of the 17 coding
categories that reflected a requirement of Senate Bill 100 was whether or not the
handbook indicated the presence of a zero-tolerance discipline policy. A coding of “No”
indicated reflection of the Senate Bill 100 requirement. During the 2015-16 school year,
2 of the 23 handbooks were coded as compliant with this category; therefore, the
percentage of reflection was calculated as 2/23, or 9%. In response to the second research
question regarding how schools reflected compliance with Senate Bill 100, 9% of 201516 handbooks reflected the Senate Bill 100 requirement to eliminate zero-tolerance
discipline policies.
In answering both the first and second research questions, the absolute change
was calculated by computing the difference between the 2015-16 and 2016-17 school
years in terms of the number of categories coded as reflective of the Senate Bill 100
requirement. For example, after calculating the percentages of reflection for the first
research question, School A’s handbook reflected 2 out of 17 Senate Bill 100
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requirements in the 2015-16 school year and 5 out of 17 Senate Bill 100 requirements in
the 2016-17 school year. The absolute change for School A between the two school years
was 5-2, or an increase of 3 categories that reflected Senate Bill 100 requirements.
Additionally, the percentage change from the 2015-16 to the 2016-17 school year
was computed by dividing the difference in the percentages between the two years by the
initial percentage in 2015-16. Using the same example, the percentage change for School
A between the 2015-16 and 2016-17 school years was calculated as follows: ((5/17)(2/17))/(2/17), which results in a percentage change of 150%. Note that the fractions
(5/17) were used in the calculation, rather than the percentages (29%) because the
percentages reported were subject to rounding. Because of the nature of the percentage
change computation, in which a denominator of 0 was possible, the percentage change
could not be calculated in instances in which the 2015-16 percentage was 0; however, an
absolute change was still calculated.
Finally, the calculations obtained for both research questions were summarized
via range and median during each of the years analyzed, as well as the change between
the two years. The range reflected the highest and lowest percentages calculated, and the
median reflected the midpoint of the percentages when compared from least to greatest.
Reliability and Validity
According to Babbie (2016) the content analysis method supports reliability
because data can be recoded multiple times utilizing the same exact information. In order
to capitalize upon this advantage, multiple raters were utilized to enhance the reliability
of the results, and intercoder reliability was calculated. In order to obtain intercoder
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reliability, two raters coded the 2015-16 and 2016-17 handbooks from 9 of the 23 public
high schools, for a total of 18 handbooks. The coded results across the 17 coding
categories included in calculations were compared across both raters. If both raters coded
a category as “Yes” or “No” for a given school in a given year, the raters were considered
to be in agreement. If one rater coded a category as “Yes” and the other rater coded the
same category as “No” for a given school in a given year, the raters were considered to be
in disagreement. Reliability was calculated by dividing the number of agreements by the
total number of results coded (agreements plus disagreements). In the present study,
intercoder reliability of 85% was achieved.
Babbie (2016) discusses that validity is more problematic than reliability with the
content analysis method, as there are no controls over the content assessed given that the
content is developed by each high school or school district. In order to strengthen the
internal validity of the results, an established, research-based tool was utilized to develop
the coding system and categories. As previously indicated, the coding system was
consistent with the TSDC (2016a) Self-Assessment Checklist, which aligns with federal
guidance documents and the requirements of Senate Bill 100 (see Appendix C for the
TSDC Self-Assessment Checklist and Appendix D for the coding system). The 17 coding
system categories utilized in calculating the study results were selected based upon a
comparison between the checklist and the modifications made to Illinois School Code as
a result of Senate Bill 100.
Ethical Considerations
According to Babbie (2016), content analysis is considered unobtrusive research,
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as the researcher does not intrude on the subject matter being studied. Because the study
methodology involved the analysis of publicly available documents and did not involve
the use of human subjects, there was no direct risk of harm to individuals as a result of
the proposed study. Additionally, the reporting of collective results or individual results
without the use of school names was utilized to further reduce the likelihood of negative
effect.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Research Question 1
The first research question that the present study sought to answer was as follows:
To what extent, if any, have the student handbooks of public high schools in a suburban
Illinois county been modified from the 2015-16 to the 2016-17 school year to reflect the
requirements of Senate Bill 100? In order to answer this question, the following three
subcomponents were answered:
a. To what extent do the 2015-16 student handbooks reflect the requirements of
Senate Bill 100? (pre-implementation)
b. To what extent do the 2016-17 student handbooks reflect the requirements of
Senate Bill 100? (post-implementation)
c. To what extent have the student handbooks changed from 2015-16 to
2016-17 with respect to the requirements of Senate Bill 100?
Research Question 1 Results
The results for Research Question 1 were reported for each of the 23 public high
schools located within the selected suburban county. Each high school’s 2015-16 (preimplementation) and 2016-17 (post-implementation) handbooks were coded to determine
the extent to which the handbook reflected the 17 coding system categories identified as
new Illinois School Code requirements introduced by Senate Bill 100. For each of the 23
25

26
high schools, the number and percentage of categories coded as reflective of the Senate
Bill 100 requirement were reported for the two years studied, as well as the absolute and
percentage (if available) changes between the two years. Table 1 contains the results of
Research Question 1. Refer to the Methods section for a detailed description of how the
calculations were obtained.
Table 1
Reflection of Senate Bill 100 by School, Pre- and Post-Implementation
School

A

2015-16 Number of
Categories Reflective of
SB100
(% of Categories)
2 (12%)

2016-17 Number of
Categories Reflective of
SB100
(% of Categories)
5 (29%)

Change from
2015-16 to
2016-17
(% Change)
+3 (150%)

B

2 (12%)

5 (29%)

+3 (150%)

C

2 (12%)

6 (35%)

+4 (200%)

D

2 (12%)

3 (18%)

+1 (50%)

E

4 (24%)

4 (24%)

0 (0%)

F

3 (18%)

3 (18%)

0 (0%)

G

3 (18%)

4 (24%)

+1 (33%)

H

4 (24%)

4 (24%)

0 (0%)

I

2 (12%)

5 (29%)

+3 (150%)

J

4 (24%)

10 (59%)

+6 (150%)

K

1 (6%)

3 (18%)

+2 (200%)

L

2 (12%)

4 (24%)

+2 (100%)

M

2 (12%)

4 (24%)

+2 (100%)
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N

2 (12%)

4 (24%)

+2 (100%)

O

3 (18%)

6 (35%)

+3 (100%)

P

3 (18%)

6 (35%)

+3 (100%)

Q

2 (12%)

6 (35%)

+4 (200%)

R

4 (24%)

11 (65%)

+7 (175%)

S

4 (24%)

11 (65%)

+7 (175%)

T

4 (24%)

15 (88%)

+11 (275%)

U

2 (12%)

11 (65%)

+9 (450%)

V

4 (24%)

14 (82%)

+10 (250%)

W

3 (18%)

13 (76%)

+10 (333%)

Note: Percentages were calculated out of a total of 17 categories.
Research Question 1 Summary
During the pre-implementation year (2015-16), the number of categories out of 17
that were coded as reflective of Senate Bill 100 requirements ranged from 1 (6%) to 4
(24%) in a handbook, with a median of 3 (18%). During the post-implementation year
(2016-17), the number of categories out of 17 that were coded as reflective of Senate Bill
100 requirements ranged from 3 (18%) to 15 (88%) in a handbook, with a median of 5
(29%).
The change from 2015-16 to 2016-17 ranged from 0 categories, or no change, to
+11 categories, meaning that an additional 11 categories in a school’s 2016-17 handbook
were coded as reflective of the Senate Bill 100 requirements beyond those in 2015-16.
The percentage change ranged from 0% to 450%. No change was observed between the
two years in 3 of the 23 high schools’ handbooks. The handbooks of the remaining 20
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high schools increased their reflection of the Senate Bill 100 requirements between the
pre- and post- implementation years.
Research Question 2
The second research question that the present study sought to answer was as
follows: How have the student handbooks of public high schools in a suburban Illinois
county been modified from the 2015-16 to the 2016-17 school years to reflect the
requirements of Senate Bill 100? In order to answer this question, the following three
subcomponents were answered:
a. How do the 2015-16 student handbooks reflect the requirements of Senate Bill
100 (pre-implementation)?
b. How do the 2016-17 student handbooks reflect the requirements of Senate Bill
100? (post-implementation)
c. How have the student handbooks changed from 2015-16 to 2016-17 with
respect to the requirements of Senate Bill 100?
Research Question 2 Results
The results of Research Question 2 were reported according to the 17 unique
coding system categories that reflect required changes to Illinois School Code due to
Senate Bill 100. For each of the 17 categories, the number and percentage of student
handbooks out of the population of 23 public high schools that reflected the requirements
of Senate Bill 100 during 2015-16 (pre-implementation) and 2016-17 (postimplementation) were reported, as well as the absolute and percentage (if available)
changes between the two years. Table 2 contains the results of Research Question 2.
Refer to the Methods section for a detailed description of how the results were calculated.
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Table 2
Reflection of Senate Bill 100 by Category, Pre- and Post-Implementation
Category

2015-16 Number of
Schools Reflective of
SB100 (% of
Schools)

2016-17 Number of
Schools Reflective of
SB100 (% of
Schools)

Change from
2015-16 to
2016-17
(% Change)

Zero-tolerance policies
(No = Reflects SB100)

2 (9%)

13 (57%)

+11 (550%)

Monetary fees/fines
(No = Reflects SB100)

20 (87%)

22 (96%)

+2 (10%)

23 (100%)

23 (100%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

10 (43%)

+10 (n/a)

0 (0%)

8 (35%)

+8 (n/a)

2 (9%)

8 (35%)

+6 (300%)

0 (0%)

6 (26%)

+6 (n/a)

0 (0%)

3 (13%)

+3 (n/a)

0 (0%)

3 (13%)

+3 (n/a)

Students encouraged to
drop out
(No = Reflects SB100)
Limiting exclusionary
discipline
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Threat to safety or
disruption
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Determined on case-bycase basis
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Appropriate
interventions
exhausted
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Non-exclusionary
discipline documented
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Efforts to minimize
length
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
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District documents how
length determined
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Board determines in best
interest of school
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Written decision
includes rationale for
duration
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Support services
provided
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Notice lists whether
supports will be
provided
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Make-up work policy
language
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Re-engagement policy
language
(Yes = Reflects SB100)

0 (0%)

5 (22%)

+5 (n/a)

0 (0%)

3 (13%)

+3 (n/a)

0 (0%)

3 (13%)

+3 (n/a)

0 (0%)

6 (26%)

+6 (n/a)

0 (0%)

5 (22%)

+5 (n/a)

12 (52%)

23 (100%)

+11 (92%)

5 (22%)

16 (70%)

+11 (220%)

Professional
development
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
(Yes = Reflects SB100)
Note: Percentages were calculated out of a total of 23 schools.

0 (n/a)

Coding System Category Descriptions and Results
Zero-tolerance policies.
This category refers to the following language added to Illinois School Code
(ILCS) as a result of Senate Bill 100: "Unless otherwise required by federal law or this
Code, school boards may not institute zero-tolerance policies by which school
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administrators are required to suspend or expel students for particular behaviors" (105
ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b-10)). For the purposes of this study, only those discipline policies that
prescribed out-of-school suspension or expulsion as an automatic consequence for a
given behavior coded as including a zero-tolerance policy. Discipline policies that
included out-of-school suspension or expulsion as a possible, but not automatic,
consequence were not coded as indicative of a zero-tolerance policy, since contextual
factors can be taken into account when a consequence is not applied automatically.
Similarly, policies that prescribed automatic consequences other than out-of-school
suspension or expulsion, such as a warning, detention, or in-school suspension, were not
coded as indicative of a zero-tolerance policy since Senate Bill 100 specifically restricts
policies that mandate exclusionary discipline.
Of those schools that continued to include zero-tolerance policies resulting in outof-school suspension during the post-implementation year, out-of-school suspension was
prescribed as an automatic consequence for behaviors including: hazing, fighting, violent
threats, possession/distribution of substances, gang activity, arson, failure to comply with
a search, failure to complete an in-school suspension or Saturday detention, and excessive
tardiness. The three schools that included zero-tolerance policies resulting in expulsion in
the post-implementation year cite the consequence for behaviors including: gang activity,
distribution of substances, repeated offenses involving possession/use of substances, and
a tenth code of conduct violation. None of the handbooks cited the ILCS language
specifically banning zero-tolerance policies resulting in exclusionary discipline.
It should be noted that an additional eight post-implementation handbooks
included language from ILCS requiring expulsion resulting from the use or possession of

32
a weapon, with the ability to modify this requirement on a case-by-case basis and at the
superintendent’s discretion. Because the language in Senate Bill 100 specifies that zerotolerance policies resulting in suspension or expulsion not be used “unless otherwise
required by federal law or this Code” (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b-10)), handbooks that listed
the ILCS language related to weapons as the only zero-tolerance policy were not included
in the calculation as having a zero-tolerance policy present, as this policy still meets the
requirements of ILCS as amended following Senate Bill 100.
Monetary fees/fines.
As a result of Senate Bill 100, the following language was added to ILCS: "A
student may not be issued a monetary fee or fine as a disciplinary consequence, though
this shall not preclude requiring a student to provide restitution for lost, stolen, or
damaged property" (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (i)). In the year prior to implementation, fines
were observed for parking violations, failure to clean out a locker, and retribution for
violation of a technology policy. In the year following implementation, one handbook
continued to reference a monetary fine for failure to clean out a locker.
Students encouraged to drop out.
The following language was added to ILCS with Senate Bill 100: "School
officials shall not advise or encourage students to drop out voluntarily due to behavioral
or academic difficulties" (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (h)). In both the pre-implementation and
post-implementation years, no handbooks included statements encouraging students to
drop out. In the post-implementation year, eight handbooks cited the new ILCS language
banning school officials from encouraging students to drop out.
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While not coded as explicitly encouraging students to drop out, four postimplementation handbooks included language indicating that students would be
withdrawn from either classes or school for reasons related to truancy. The circumstances
under which this might occur ranged from broad statements that excessive absences may
lead to students being withdrawn from school to more specific scenarios, including
students potentially being withdrawn from school after missing ten consecutive without
parental notice, failing to enroll in five classes after 17 years of age, or missing 20% of
the last six months of school.
Limiting exclusionary discipline.
With Senate Bill 100, the following language related to limiting exclusionary
discipline was added to ILCS: "School officials shall limit the number and duration of
expulsions and suspensions to the greatest extent practicable, and it is recommended that
they use them only for legitimate educational purposes" (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b-5)). The
ten handbooks that reflected this requirement in the post-implementation year did so in
one of two ways. Seven handbooks included, verbatim, the first clause of the sentence
above that was adopted into ILCS. Three handbooks included a statement that
administration would prioritize students remaining in school. These three handbooks
came from schools in the same district. None of the post-implementation handbooks
specified how school administrators would limit exclusionary discipline.
While several handbooks referenced limiting exclusionary or prioritizing nonexclusionary discipline, all pre- and post-implementation handbooks included out-ofschool suspension and expulsion as potential disciplinary consequences that may be used.
In the pre-implementation year, all handbooks listed examples of behaviors that could
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lead to either out-of-school suspension and/or expulsion. These behaviors were often
classified as “gross disobedience or misconduct;” common examples included: fighting,
theft, vandalism, arson, gang involvement, substance use, possession of weapons, and
repeated code of conduct violations. In the post-implementation year, several schools
adapted their handbooks by making the discipline policy less specific or prescribed.
Rather than linking examples of behavioral violations to potential consequences, these
schools listed all examples of behavioral violations followed by a list of a range of
disciplinary consequences that could be issued (with the caveat that neither of the lists is
exhaustive).
Threat to safety or disruption.
This category refers to the following language added to ILCS as a result of Senate
Bill 100: "Out-of-school suspensions of 3 days or less may be used only if the student's
continuing presence in school would pose a threat to school safety or a disruption to other
students' learning opportunities" (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b-15)). The eight handbooks that
reflected this requirement in the post-implementation year did so by including the ILCS
language verbatim.
Determined on case-by-case basis.
Following Senate Bill 100, ILCS requires that the “threat to school safety or a
disruption to other students' learning opportunities shall be determined on a case-by-case
basis by the school board or its designee” (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b-15)). The handbooks
included in the study reflected this requirement either by citing the ILCS language
verbatim, by stating that the determination of the use of exclusionary discipline will be
made on a case-by-case basis, or by stating that disciplinary decisions in general, whether
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resulting in exclusionary or non-exclusionary discipline, will be made on a case-bycase basis.
Appropriate interventions exhausted.
In addition to the aforementioned threat to safety or disruption requirement, ILCS
added the following language related to issuing exclusionary discipline: "Unless
otherwise required by this Code, out-of-school suspensions longer than 3 days,
expulsions, and disciplinary removals to alternative schools may be used only if other
appropriate and available behavioral and disciplinary interventions have been
exhausted..." 105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b-20). The six handbooks that reflected this in the
post-implementation year included the ILCS language verbatim. None of the handbooks
included examples of what those behavioral and disciplinary interventions might or how
school administration would determine that all options had been exhausted.
Non-exclusionary discipline documented.
As an extension of the requirement that schools exhaust non-exclusionary
discipline prior to excluding a student for more than three days, ILCS requires that “it
shall be documented whether other interventions were attempted or whether it was
determined that there were no other appropriate and available interventions” (105 ILCS
5/10-22.6 (b-20)). In the post-implementation year, three handbooks from the same
district indicated that a written notice of exclusion longer than three days would
document other forms of discipline that had been attempted. In a section that described
the procedures to be followed with suspensions and expulsions, the three handbooks
stipulated that notices of out-of-school suspension of 4 days or more would list
behavioral interventions attempted.
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Efforts to minimize length.
With Senate Bill 100, the following language was added to ILCS: "School
officials shall make all reasonable efforts to resolve such threats, address such
disruptions, and minimize the length of suspensions to the greatest extent practicable"
(105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b-15)). Three handbooks included this language verbatim in the
post-implementation year. None of those handbooks further specified examples of what
those efforts might be.
District documents how length determined.
With respect to minimizing the length of exclusionary discipline, ILCS states that
“the suspension decision shall also include a rationale as to the specific duration of the
suspension” (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b)). Five post-implementation handbooks included this
language when referencing written notices of out-of-school suspension. Each of the
handbooks stated that the rationale would be included in the notice but did not elaborate
with factors that administrators might consider or a guidance tool that would be utilized
in decision-making.
Board determines in best interest of school.
With Senate Bill 100, the following language was added to ILCS: “If the board
acts to expel a pupil, the written expulsion decision shall detail the specific reasons why
removing the pupil from the learning environment is in the best interest of the school”
(105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (a)). The three post-implementation handbooks that reflected this
requirement did so by including the ILCS language verbatim in sections describing
expulsion procedures.
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Written decision includes rationale for duration.
Additionally, ILCS requires that “the expulsion decision shall also include a
rationale as to the specific duration of the expulsion” (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (a)). While
five post-implementation handbooks included language specifying that notices of out-ofschool suspension would include rationale for the duration, three post-implementation
handbooks included the ILCS language that notices of expulsion would include a
rationale for the duration. Those three handbooks included the ILCS language verbatim
within sections describing expulsion procedures.
Support services provided.
The changes to ILCS brought about by Senate Bill 100 require that "students who
are suspended out-of-school for longer than 4 school days shall be provided appropriate
and available support services during the period of their suspension” (105 ILCS 5/1022.6 (b-25)). Of the 23 post-implementation handbooks, six indicated that appropriate
support services would be provided in instances of suspension of either 4 days or more or
5 days or more, both of which meet the Senate Bill 100 stipulations. None of the
handbooks gave examples of possible support services or how administrators would
determine those services that would be provided.
Notice lists whether supports will be provided.
With respect to providing support services, ILCS states that, within a notice of
exclusion for longer than 4 school days, “it shall be documented whether such services
are to be provided or whether it was determined that there are no such appropriate and
available services” (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b-25)). Five handbooks reflected this
notification requirement in the post-implementation year, all five of which were also
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included in the group that cites the ILCS language regarding providing support
services. The reason that one of the six handbooks from the previous category that
included a statement about providing support services did not reflect this requirement of
notification is because that handbook did not discuss the contents of notifications of
exclusionary discipline. None of the handbooks included in this category elaborated upon
how officials might determine that no services are appropriate or available; they simply
stated that a notice of exclusion of 5 days or more would include any such services.
Make-up work policy language.
With respect to make-up work, Senate Bill 100 requires that "a school district
shall create a policy by which suspended pupils, including those pupils suspended from
the school bus who do not have alternate transportation to school, shall have the
opportunity to make up work for equivalent academic credit" (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b30)). During the pre-implementation year, twelve handbooks referenced policies whereby
students could make up work for full credit during an out-of-school suspension. The
remaining pre-implementation handbooks either did not reference policy related to
making up work during suspension or referenced a policy with some type of academic
penalty. Examples of the latter included: not allowing students to make up any missed
work, with the rationale being that the academic penalty is part of the behavioral
consequence; allowing students to make up all work on the first but not subsequent
suspensions; allowing students to make up only major tests, quizzes, and/or projects; or
some combination of these.
Additionally, two handbooks that were coded as not reflective of the Senate Bill
100 requirement were coded as such because of conflicting language within the
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handbook. In one of these handbooks, one page stated that work made up while
suspended will receive full credit, while another page stated that work may not receive
full credit. In the other handbook, one page stated that all work could be made up for full
credit, but another page stated that full credit would not be granted during any
suspensions after the student’s first.
During the post-implementation year, all 23 handbooks reflected a make-up work
policy reflective of the requirements of Senate Bill 100 with excluded students able to
make up all work for full credit. The majority of the handbooks included the ILCS
language, “make up work for equivalent academic credit” (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b-30)).
Some handbooks included additional directions for make-up work, such as students must
contact the teacher for work either while out of school or upon return to school or work
must be done at a time convenient to the teacher. Two handbooks from the same district
included contradictory statements regarding deadlines: in one place, the handbook
indicated a deadline of 48 hours from the time that the student returns to school, and in
another place, a deadline of the number of days that the student was excluded. Nine of the
post-implementation handbooks also included specific information as to how parents and
students could secure missed work. Examples included that requested assignments could
be picked up in the Guidance office or that students must request and obtain assignments
from each teacher.
Re-engagement policy language.
Following an exclusionary consequence, "a school district shall create a policy to
facilitate the re-engagement of students who are suspended out-of-school, expelled or
returning from an alternative school setting" (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (b-25)). Each of the
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pre-implementation handbooks that referenced a re-engagement policy, which included
high schools in two districts, required a conference with the student, parent, and
administrator or dean after a student completed an out-of-school suspension of five days
or more. Three of the handbooks from schools in the same district also indicated that reentry meetings could be required following suspensions of shorter durations at the
discretion of the dean. It should be noted that four additional pre-implementation
handbooks that were representative of two districts included statements that a student and
parent may be requested to meet with a dean prior to re-entry. These handbooks were not
coded as reflective of the Senate Bill 100 requirement during the pre-implementation
year, however, as it is unclear as to whether a re-engagement policy existed based on the
language as written.
In the post-implementation year, the handbooks that reflected the Senate Bill 100
requirement with respect to a re-engagement policy did so in a variety of ways. Twelve
handbooks included the language from Senate Bill 100 verbatim, indicating that a reengagement policy exists. Eight of those twelve handbooks added additional statements
communicating what the school’s specific policy is. Many handbooks included a policy
of holding re-engagement meetings after a period of exclusion of any duration, with the
purpose of the meeting described as supporting school success and providing time to
make up work. The four handbooks that reflected the Senate Bill 100 requirement in a
manner other than quoting the language in the law verbatim did so by stating a specific
policy, such as that re-entry meetings would be required after all out-of-school
suspensions or after out-of-school suspensions of five days or more.
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Professional development.
Finally, Senate Bill 100 added the following language regarding training to ILCS:
School districts shall make reasonable efforts to provide ongoing professional
development to teachers, administrators, school board members, school resource
officers, and staff on the adverse consequences of school exclusion and justicesystem involvement, effective classroom management strategies, culturally
responsive discipline, and developmentally appropriate disciplinary methods that
promote positive and healthy school climates. (105 ILCS 5/10-22.6 (c-5))
During both the pre-implementation and post-implementation years, no handbooks
referenced staff training on the noted topics. Furthermore, none of the handbooks
included any information about staff training or professional development plans.
Research Question 2 Summary
During the pre-implementation year (2015-16), the number of schools out of 23
reflected the Senate Bill 100 requirement for a given category ranged from 0 (0%) to 23
(100%) with a median of 0 (0%). The 6 categories with which at least one school was
coded as reflective of Senate Bill 100 during the 2015-16 school year included: zerotolerance policies, monetary fees/fines, students encouraged to drop out, suspensions
determined on a case-by-case basis, make-up work policy, and re-engagement policy.
During the post-implementation year (2016-17), the number of schools coded as
reflective of Senate Bill 100 for a given category ranged from 0 (0%) to 23 (100%) with a
median of 6 (26%). The only category in which none of the post-implementation
handbooks reflected the Senate Bill 100 requirement was the category mandating that
professional development be provided on certain topics. The remaining 16 required
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Senate Bill 100 categories were reflected in at least 3 schools’ handbooks.
The change from 2015-16 to 2016-17 ranged from 0 schools, or no change, to +11
schools, meaning that an additional 11 schools were coded as reflecting the Senate Bill
100 requirements in 2016-17 beyond those coded in 2015-16. The percentage change
ranged from 0% to 550%. The greatest change (+11) was observed in the following three
categories: zero-tolerance policies, make-up work policy, and re-engagement policy. No
change was observed between the two years in 2 of the 17 categories. These included
whether the handbooks indicated that students were encouraged to drop out, which
remained consistent at 100% reflection in handbooks in both years, and whether the
handbooks indicated that professional development was provided on specified topics,
which remained consistent at 0% reflection in both years. The remaining categories
reflected an increase in the number of handbooks reflecting Senate Bill 100 requirements
between 2015-16 and 2016-17.

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
Interpretation of Findings
Research Question 1
With Research Question 1, the researcher sought to answer the extent to which
student handbooks reflected the requirements of Senate Bill 100 during pre- and postimplementation years, as well as the extent to which those handbooks changed between
the two years. Given differences in resources between schools, including funding,
personnel, and access to legal or consultative support, and the likelihood of varying levels
of expertise, motivation, and training related to modifying disciplinary practices, the
researcher anticipated differences between schools. However, because the requirements
of Senate Bill 100 were state-mandated, the researcher expected to observe an increase in
reflection of these requirements across all schools’ handbooks between the two years
examined.
The findings related to Research Question 1 partially matched the researcher’s
hypothesis. As anticipated, the handbooks varied with respect to the degree with which
they reflected the Senate Bill 100 requirements during both pre- and post-implementation
years. Additionally, the majority (20 out of 23) of schools’ handbooks demonstrated an
increase in their reflection of Senate Bill 100 requirements from pre- to postimplementation years. This finding is likely indicative of some level of awareness of
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the requirements of Senate Bill 100 and efforts on the part of school personnel to
reflect those within the school’s written code of conduct. The results do not reveal,
however, whether changes were made that were not reflected in the student handbooks
or, conversely, whether the changes indicated in each handbook were fully implemented.
The three schools (Schools E, F, and H) whose handbooks did not reflect change
from pre- to post-implementation represent an unexpected result. School E belongs to a
two-school district with School D, but the two schools did not publish the same handbook
in either year examined. School F is the only high school in its district. School H is one of
four high schools in a district in which each school’s handbook consisted of a section that
was common amongst all schools and an individualized section, and School H is the only
school of the four with a handbook that did not reflect any change in reflection of Senate
Bill 100 requirements. Based on this, it appears that the school districts to which Schools
E and H belong left reflection of the Senate Bill 100 requirements up to the schools rather
than overseeing this from the district level. Without support from the district level,
including the district adopting Senate Bill 100 and discipline reform as a prioritized
initiative, variation in adoption across each building will most certainly be observed.
Given the results of Research Question 1, it is clear that the adoption of a law
with the expectation of a consistent level of implementation by all impacted parties is
impractical when those parties have varying resources, knowledge, and motivation to
accomplish the mandates. In order to achieve the impact for which Senate Bill 100 was
adopted, additional steps must be taken so that all schools have sufficient support and
training to be able to implement the changes set forth in Senate Bill 100.
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Research Question 2
With Research Question 2, the researcher sought knowledge of how the
handbooks reflected the requirements of Senate Bill 100 in each year examined, as well
as those areas in which changes were made between the two years. The researcher
anticipated that categories in which the requirement could be reflected via simply
excluding certain language (e.g., excluding language indicative of school personnel
encouraging students to drop out) would be the easiest to achieve and, therefore, have
relatively higher rates of reflection in handbooks compared with other categories. It was
also expected that those categories that involved action or participation on the part of the
student and/or parent (e.g., how to access homework when excluded from school) would
be more likely to be present in handbooks than those categories that solely reflected
action or participation of the school (e.g., training for personnel).
As with Research Question 1, the results partially met the researcher’s
expectations. No handbooks included language suggestive of encouraging students to
drop out and, therefore, all schools examined reflected the relevant Senate Bill 100
requirement in both pre- and post-implementation years. Schools also frequently
increased reflection of Senate Bill 100 requirements between the two years by adding
language to the handbook related to procedures requiring action on the part of the
student, including policies on make-up work and re-engagement following a period of
exclusion. Furthermore, of the 23 schools, 11 increased their handbook’s reflection of
Senate Bill 100 requirements between the two years by removing language and formulas
related to zero-tolerance policies. (Two schools did not include zero-tolerance policies in
either the pre- or post-implementation years.)
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While 13 handbooks reflected the requirements of Senate Bill 100 related to
zero-tolerance policies in the post-implementation year, it is important to note that 20 of
the 23 handbooks continued to include at least one zero-tolerance policy in the postimplementation year that resulted in non-exclusionary discipline, such as detention or inschool suspension. This could be suggestive of a willingness on the part of the school
district to make changes in order to comply with the requirements of Senate Bill 100 but
that those responsible for the changes may be overlooking the intent that administrators
take contextual factors into account when assigning disciplinary consequences.
Alternatively, one must consider the practicality of weighing contextual variables
in every single disciplinary case. Given that the majority of the behaviors that resulted in
automatic consequences in the post-implementation year were related to tardiness,
truancy, or parking violations, which are likely high frequency behavioral violations in
the high school setting, it may be nearly impossible to give thorough consideration to the
consequences in every situation. This example seems to be illustrative of the challenges
that schools face when applying changes in law to practice and attempting to balance the
spirit of the law with resource limitations, particularly time and personnel. While schools
can reflect changes in the handbook, it is necessary to consider how these changes can be
made so that they are feasible, sustainable, and impact students in the manner intended.
One finding that came as a surprise to the researcher was the relatively low
number of schools that added language to the post-implementation handbook related to
procedures required when excluding students from school, such as required
documentation and components of written notices. Since these policies only specify the
actions of the district and do not necessarily require action on the part of the student or
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parent, it is likely that more schools are in compliance with these requirements than
those that reflect this requirement in their handbooks, as schools may implement the
requirements and/or reference them in policy manuals without including them in the
student handbook.
Regardless, Senate Bill 100’s requirement that schools notify families and
students of disciplinary decisions and the factors that weigh into decision-making when
exclusionary discipline is used is indicative of a prioritization of enhanced transparency
with parents and students regarding their rights concerning student discipline.
Additionally, the mandates for individualized decision-making, rather than zero-tolerance
policies, with consideration of several factors prior to excluding a student from school,
are reflective of an emphasis on student-centeredness. Therefore, even if a school’s
practices or written policies outside of the student handbook comply with Senate Bill
100, if critical information is not reflected in the documents that parents and students are
most easily and likely able to access, such as the student handbook, school administrators
must consider how they are meeting the spirit of the law around transparency and
student-centeredness as it relates to student discipline information.
While it may be difficult to include every aspect of Senate Bill 100 within one
document and still make it user-friendly for the purpose of accessing critical information,
those schools that reflected the requirements of Senate Bill 100 related to notices of
exclusionary discipline were able to accomplish this within sections of the handbook with
titles such as, “Due Process Procedures” or “Suspensions and Expulsions.” These
sections referenced relevant board policy sections but included in plain language those
due process procedures that students are afforded when accused of a behavioral
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infraction, as well as what students and parents can expect in the decision-making and
notification process. For example, handbooks in each of the schools in one district
included three sentences, each sentence specifying what would be included in a notice of
exclusionary discipline of (1) three days or less, (2) four to ten days, and (3) five to ten
days.
As an additional example, the one school that reflected 15 of the 17 Senate Bill
100 categories in its post-implementation handbook included all but the category
regarding professional development, which no school reflected and does not directly
inform students about their rights, and the category regarding limiting exclusionary
discipline. All of the handbooks that reflected the requirement to limit exclusionary
discipline did so with the addition of one sentence that either quoted the ILCS language
or stated that administration would prioritize non-exclusionary discipline. Therefore, with
the addition of one sentence, that handbook could have feasibly informed families about
all of the essential changes to students’ rights related to discipline brought about by
Senate Bill 100.
Limitations of Research
The methods utilized in the current study present several limitations in addressing
the research questions. First, the coding process can lead to errors in interpretation. So,
although 85% intercoder reliability was achieved, raters coded 15% of the categories
differently. This could be due to differences in interpretation of the language in the
handbook or errors in close reading. The use of content analysis is beneficial, as the
content could readily be reviewed when raters were in disagreement; however, there is
still the possibility that both raters make an error or that differences in interpretation
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cannot be easily resolved. Furthermore, in instances of disagreement in this study, the
coders did not have an opportunity to discuss and resolve the disagreement, so the
primary researcher’s coding was reported as the final result.
Second, utilizing student handbooks as the sole source of data can lead to
overinterpretation of limited information. Aspects of a school’s policies or practices may
not be represented in the student handbook. For example, a school might include the
required information in policy manuals or in written notices of exclusionary discipline;
however, the student handbook may not indicate this. Additionally, the language in the
handbook may lack clarity or completeness to be able to fully understand whether a
school’s practice complies with the requirements of Senate Bill 100. For example, several
handbooks referenced ticketing as a consequence for a parking violation; however,
whether ticketing includes a monetary fine was not consistently clear. In these examples,
the language was coded at face value without making an assumption; however, greater
accuracy would be achieved with additional clarification.
Third, the information written in the handbooks may not accurately reflect actual
school practices and procedures. Because school personnel are responsible for
implementing policy, human error, bias, interpretation, and motivation all factor into a
school’s actual compliance with legal mandates. For example, schools in this study most
frequently met the requirement of eliminating zero-tolerance policies by changing
language such as “will result in out-of-school suspension” to “may result in out-of-school
suspension.” While on paper this change ultimately complies with Senate Bill 100, as
demonstration of that specific behavior no longer automatically results in an out-ofschool suspension, it begs the question of whether the change in language has been
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accompanied by an equivalent change in practice. Regardless of the change in
language reflected in the policy, school administrators could easily continue to use outof-school suspension as the consequence for that behavior on most or all occasions based
on habit, personal beliefs, or a lack of motivation to seek alternatives. On a related point,
the use of compulsory district-level policies and the availability of guides, such as model
handbooks or policy subscription services, may influence the language included within a
school’s student handbook without having any impact on practice. Because of this, the
table in Appendix B denotes those schools within the study that are within the same
district, as well as those schools within a district that used the same 2015-16 and/or 201617 handbooks.
Furthermore, one reason for choosing to analyze student handbooks is because
these documents are publicly available and easily accessed by parents and students,
thereby representing transparent communication about a school’s policies and practices.
In order to include the same information available to any interested consumer, the
handbook posted on the school’s website during each of the 2015-16 and 2016-17 school
years was the handbook included in the study. One limitation of this approach is that a
handbook or a school’s practices may have been updated but not posted to the website in
a timely manner. During the pre-implementation year (2015-16), one school in the study
posted a handbook labeled 2014-16, and two different schools in the same district posted
handbooks labeled 2014-15 (see Appendix B for the school/district composition). All
schools posted handbooks labeled 2016-17 during the initial year of Senate Bill 100
implementation.
Finally, the selection of subjects did not utilize randomization and was limited to
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high schools in a suburban county that is not representative of the larger population of
schools throughout the state of Illinois. These subjects were selected for the purpose of
sharing information and advocating for continuous improvement within the schools in the
county examined. The findings are limited, however, in their representation of how
Illinois schools overall have responded to the requirements of Senate Bill 100.
Implications for Future Research
For decades prior to the implementation of Senate Bill 100, studies had identified
significant adverse effects resulting from the use of exclusionary discipline without
substantial change to practice as a result (U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights
Division & U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights, 2014). In Illinois, the
requirements of Senate Bill 100 attempted to create changes that aligned with
recommendations made in federal guidance documents. Previously mentioned examples
of this overlap included: eliminating zero-tolerance policies, increasing community
involvement, addressing bullying, developing agreements for partnering with local law
enforcement, limiting exclusionary discipline practices, providing support to students
when excluded, and providing staff training (Morgan et al., 2014; Osher et al., 2015;
TSDC, 2016a, 2016b; U.S. Department of Education, 2014). The present findings include
observed increases in the elimination of zero-tolerance policies, inclusion of policies and
procedures to limit exclusionary discipline, and the provision of supports for students
who are excluded, including an increase in make-up work and re-engagement policies.
Additionally, previous studies that analyzed discipline policies prior to the year in
which Senate Bill 100 was first implemented indicated that punitive discipline was used
more frequently than proactive consequences, with observations of exclusionary
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discipline being applied to relatively minor behavioral infractions (Fenning et al.,
2000; Fenning et al., 2008; Fenning et al., 2012). Although the scope of the present study
does not provide for comparisons between the frequency of use of punitive versus
proactive consequences, the results do suggest increased limitations in the use of
exclusionary discipline, particularly as a consequence for minor infractions, based on the
observed elimination of zero-tolerance policies, changes in notification requirements, and
additional considerations made in the determination that exclusionary discipline is
warranted.
While the findings suggest movement toward the goals of Senate Bill 100 to
combat the negative outcomes associated with exclusionary discipline, disproportionality,
and the school-to-prison pipeline, this movement is limited to strict compliance with
some of the legal requirements that can be captured via descriptive policy and procedure.
In addition to the factors that could not be studied due to the limitations of the present
research, the larger question that remains unknown is whether the changes observed in
the current findings have led or will lead to a change in the negative outcomes associated
with exclusionary discipline. Even if studies are completed that indicate that schools are
implementing the requirements of Senate Bill 100 with complete fidelity, it is still
necessary to determine whether doing so accomplishes the desired results.
Because of the limited information available via student handbooks, an initial
suggestion for future research involves the incorporation of additional data in order to
determine changes that schools have made but have not been captured in the handbook.
Policy manuals, examples of written notices, professional development plans, and other
relevant documents would help to increase the accuracy of the data gathered and identify
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inconsistencies within schools. This would provide a better understanding of whether
schools are in compliance with requirements of documentation and written notices
created when excluding students from school, which was one of the results that came as a
surprise due to its relatively low levels of compliance based on an analysis of handbooks
alone.
To gain an even greater depth of understanding of schools’ compliance with
Senate Bill 100, a future study might also expand beyond document analysis to analyze a
school’s daily practices. Methods such as interviews, surveys, focus groups, and
observation, as well as analysis of actual discipline data, would be beneficial in studying
a school’s practices in depth. This would help to overcome the limitation of knowing
whether the information in the handbook is reflective of actual practice. For example,
while the findings revealed that schools frequently increased compliance with Senate Bill
100 by eliminating zero-tolerance policies in the handbooks, all schools continued to
include out-of-school suspension and expulsion as potential consequences. Additional
information, potentially gleaned via methods such as surveys and interviews, is necessary
to determine whether the elimination of zero-tolerance policies in the handbook has
resulted in an equivalent change in practice, or whether school personnel are continuing
to follow prescriptive formulas in issuing exclusionary discipline.
In order to continue to add to the available knowledge related to this topic, a
logical next step would be to expand the study beyond one county. The author is aware of
one such study utilizing the author’s coding system to analyze a sample of student
handbooks from counties throughout Illinois. This would allow for comparison across
schools of similar or dissimilar characteristics, as well as identification of those schools
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that may serve as exemplars and those in need of additional support or training. The
data would also provide an indicator of the impact of the law throughout the state.
Additionally, because the current study analyzes student handbooks in the first
year of implementation of Senate Bill 100 (2015-16), additional information can be
gathered through repeating the study with handbooks published in subsequent years. This
would serve to identify changes made since the initial year of implementation, including
whether schools have continued to increase compliance, have remained steady since the
first post-implementation year, or have reverted away from compliance. More recent data
would also help with reflection and suggestions for growth in general and for individual
schools by using the most current information as the baseline.
Finally, while each of the previous suggestions expands upon the current study in
order to capture more information about schools’ compliance with Senate Bill 100, future
research must be completed to determine the actual impact of these changes. Suggestions
include examining whether changes have occurred with respect to the use of exclusionary
discipline, rates of disproportionality, and short- and long-term outcomes such as
academic performance, attendance, graduation rates, and imprisonment. Furthermore,
because successful change requires shifts in stakeholders’ motivations (Adelman &
Taylor, 2007), additional research might be done to capture changes in attitudes and bias
on the part of school personnel.
Implications for Practice
The current results provide an initial snapshot of schools’ compliance with the
requirements of Senate Bill 100 and the changes that schools made in response to
implementation of the law. The information will not only help stakeholders associated
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with individual schools reflect on changes they have made and areas for continued
growth, but the overall data suggests implications for next steps in general.
As a whole, the high schools in the county studied made changes from the preimplementation year to the post-implementation year that reflected increased compliance
with Senate Bill 100. With respect to next steps, the information gleaned suggests that
schools can continue to increase compliance through the inclusion of procedural
information related to exclusionary discipline. While it is possible that this information is
available in other documents or is implemented in practice without being written,
including explicit language in the student handbook contributes to increased transparency
with students and parents, which may, in turn, also lead to greater consistency with
respect to implementation. Given that one of the school’s post-implementation
handbooks reflected compliance with 82% of the categories coded, an example is
available for how to integrate the requirements of Senate Bill 100 into the format and
purpose of a student handbook.
While it is important that school personnel continue to examine and attain
compliance with the requirements of Senate Bill 100, both from a legal perspective and to
put forth the greatest effort to achieve the intended outcomes, the larger steps will be
related to systemic changes in positive and punitive practices in schools. This is because
without actual changes in practice, minimum compliance with Senate Bill 100 can
arguably be met via checkboxes on documents and school personnel going through the
motions. In order to achieve systemic improvements, the changes that can be captured in
a handbook are one component, but “there is [also] a need for a strong science base,
leadership, and adequate resources for capacity building (Adelman & Taylor, 2007).
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Knoff (2000) describes the unique skills and position of school psychologists to effect
change within the realm of school discipline but cautions that school psychologists
cannot accomplish this feat alone; the support of administration and other stakeholders is
critical, programming and activities must be implemented, and change should be
expected to take a year or longer.
Given that timeline, it would be unrealistic to expect the present findings to
indicate full compliance with Senate Bill 100 with the publication of a school’s first postimplementation handbook. Likewise, school personnel should not expect to make
changes to a handbook to minimally comply with Senate Bill 100 and be done with their
work related to school discipline reform. With this in mind, findings that schools have
made changes to policies and procedures reflected in their handbooks to align with the
requirements of Senate Bill 100 is a promising start, but in practice, significant
collaborative work must be done in order to increase the likelihood that those initial
changes produce the outcomes that the law intended.

APPENDIX A
SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS, 2016-17
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Student
Characteristic
Enrollment
(Number of
Students)

Average

Range

State Average

2,156

449-3,698

n/a

White

56%

30%-75%

48.5%

Black

7%

2%-20%

17%

Hispanic

22%

6%-62%

26%

Asian

11%

4%-26%

5%

Low Income

28%

7-54%

50%

English Learners

3%

0-12%

11%

With Disabilities

11%

7-17%

14%

Homeless

1%

0-3%

2%

Attendance

94%

92-97%

94%

Meet or Exceed
ACT College
Readiness
Benchmarks

64%

37-85%

51%

Instructional
$9,991
$7,387-$12,862
$7,853
Spending per Pupil
Note: State average includes all grade levels. Figures calculated based on data from
“Illinois School Report Card,” by Illinois State Board of Education. Retrieved from
https://www.illinoisreportcard.com/Default.aspx. Copyright 2018 by Illinois State Board
of Education.
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SCHOOL/DISTRICT COMPOSITION
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Schools Belong to
Same District
A/B

Schools Published Same
2015-16 Handbook

Schools Published Same
2016-17 Handbook

School
A
B
***
C
D
D/E
E
F
**
G
G/H/I/J
G/H/I/J*
G/H/I/J*
H
G/H/I/J*
G/H/I/J*
I
G/H/I/J*
G/H/I/J*
J
G/H/I/J*
G/H/I/J*
K
L
L/M
L/M
L/M
M
N
O
O/P
O/P
O/P
P
Q
R
R/S/T
R/S/T
R/S/T
S
T
U
V
V/W
W
* Handbooks for schools in this district were comprised of one section that was the same
for all schools in the district and a second section that was unique to each school.
** Pre-implementation handbook was labeled 2014-16.
*** Post-implementation handbook was labeled 2015-16.

APPENDIX C
TSDC SELF-ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST
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(62)

Reprinted from “Public Act 99-0456: School District Self-Assessment Checklist,” by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Retrieved from https://drive.google.
com/file/d/0B8d8PTyuz_W_eE9FYVFFWDN2cEU/view. Copyright 2016 by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Reprinted with permission.

(63)

Reprinted from “Public Act 99-0456: School District Self-Assessment Checklist,” by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Retrieved from https://drive.google.
com/file/d/0B8d8PTyuz_W_eE9FYVFFWDN2cEU/view. Copyright 2016 by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Reprinted with permission.

(64)

Reprinted from “Public Act 99-0456: School District Self-Assessment Checklist,” by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Retrieved from https://drive.google.
com/file/d/0B8d8PTyuz_W_eE9FYVFFWDN2cEU/view. Copyright 2016 by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Reprinted with permission.

(65)

Reprinted from “Public Act 99-0456: School District Self-Assessment Checklist,” by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Retrieved from https://drive.google.
com/file/d/0B8d8PTyuz_W_eE9FYVFFWDN2cEU/view. Copyright 2016 by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Reprinted with permission.

(66)

Reprinted from “Public Act 99-0456: School District Self-Assessment Checklist,” by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Retrieved from https://drive.google.
com/file/d/0B8d8PTyuz_W_eE9FYVFFWDN2cEU/view. Copyright 2016 by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Reprinted with permission.

(67)

Reprinted from “Public Act 99-0456: School District Self-Assessment Checklist,” by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Retrieved from https://drive.google.
com/file/d/0B8d8PTyuz_W_eE9FYVFFWDN2cEU/view. Copyright 2016 by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Reprinted with permission.

(68)

Reprinted from “Public Act 99-0456: School District Self-Assessment Checklist,” by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Retrieved from https://drive.google.
com/file/d/0B8d8PTyuz_W_eE9FYVFFWDN2cEU/view. Copyright 2016 by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Reprinted with permission.

(69)

Reprinted from “Public Act 99-0456: School District Self-Assessment Checklist,” by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Retrieved from https://drive.google.
com/file/d/0B8d8PTyuz_W_eE9FYVFFWDN2cEU/view. Copyright 2016 by
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. Reprinted with permission.
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School A
2015-16
Zero-tolerance
policies

Monetary
fees/fines

Students
encouraged to
drop out
Bullying
prevention
Parent-teacher
advisory
committee
Reciprocal
agreement with
local law
enforcement
Limiting
exclusionary
discipline

Explicitly banned (Yes/No)
*Indicated (Yes/No)
No = Reflects SB100
If included, resulting in suspension (Yes/No)
If included, specify behaviors resulting in
suspension
If included, resulting in expulsion (Yes/No)
If included, specify behaviors resulting in
expulsion
Explicitly banned (Yes/No)
*Indicated (Yes/No)
No = Reflects SB100
If included, specify behaviors resulting in
fees/fines
Explicitly banned (Yes/No)
*Indicated (Yes/No) No = Reflects SB100
If included, specify behaviors resulting in
encouragement to drop out
Indicated (Yes/No)
Indicated (Yes/No)
Indicated (Yes/No)
MOU Indicated (Yes/No)
*Limiting exclusionary discipline is
explicitly indicated (Yes/No)
Yes = Reflects SB100
Suspension indicated as consequence
(Yes/No)
If suspension indicated, specify behaviors
potentially resulting in suspension
Expulsion indicated as consequence
(Yes/No)
If expulsion indicated, specify behaviors
potentially resulting in expulsion

School A
2016-17
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Nonexclusionary
Discipline

Proactive
programs or
plans
Data
collection/review
Written plan to
reduce exclusion
Out-of-school
suspension 3
days or less

Out-of-school
suspension 4
days or more

Use of non-exclusionary discipline is
explicitly indicated (Yes/No)
Restorative justice approaches indicated
(Yes/No)
Classroom-based interventions indicated
(Yes/No)
Referrals to service providers indicated
(Yes/No)
Specify methods of non-exclusionary
discipline indicated
Indicated (Yes/No)
Specify programs indicated
Indicated (Yes/No)
Indicated (Yes/No)
Specific language indicated (Yes/No)
*Threat to safety or disruption language
indicated (Yes/No) Yes = Reflects SB100
Procedure for determining threat to safety
indicated (Yes/No)
Procedure for determining disruption
indicated (Yes/No)
*Determined on case-by-case basis
indicated (Yes/No)
Yes = Reflects SB100
Specific language indicated (Yes/No)
**Threat to safety or disruption language
indicated (Yes/No) Yes = Compliant
(repeated)
*Appropriate interventions exhausted
language indicated (Yes/No)
Yes = Reflects SB100
Procedure for determining threat to safety
indicated (Yes/No)
Procedure for determining substantial
disruption indicated (Yes/No)
Process to document exhaustion of
interventions indicated (Yes/No)
Criteria for determining success of
interventions indicated (Yes/No)
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Out-of-school
suspension 4
days or more
Suspension
procedures

Efforts to
minimize length

Expulsion

**Determined on case-by-case basis
indicated (Yes/No) Yes = Reflects SB100
(repeated)
Immediate reporting indicated (Yes/No)
Notice includes full statement of reason
indicated (Yes/No)
Information about right to appeal indicated
(Yes/No)
**Support services provided indicated
(Yes/No) Yes = Reflects SB100 (repeated)
*Non-exclusionary discipline documented
indicated (Yes/No)
Yes = Reflects SB100
Protections for students with disabilities
indicated (Yes/No)
Appeals go to board or hearing officer
indicated (Yes/No)
*Indicated (Yes/No) Yes = Reflects SB100
*District documents how length
determined indicated (Yes/No)
Yes = Reflects SB100
Guidelines/criteria for determining length
indicated (Yes/No)
Guidelines/criteria to determine length
minimized indicated (Yes/No)
Suspensions reported to board (Yes/No)
**Procedures for suspension of 4 or more
days indicated (Yes/No) Yes = Reflects
SB100 (repeated)
DHS invited when mental illness may be
factor indicated (Yes/No)
Notice of hearing made by registered or
certified mail indicated (Yes/No)
Hearing officer prepares written
recommendation indicated (Yes/No)
*Board determines in best interest of
school indicated (Yes/No)
Yes = Reflects SB100
*Written decision includes rationale for
duration indicated (Yes/No)
Yes = Reflects SB100
Parent notified of decision indicated
(Yes/No)
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Expulsion

Parent can obtain written copy of decision
indicated (Yes/No)
Expulsions limited to 2 years indicated
(Yes/No)
Supports to
*Supports for suspension longer than 4
excluded
days language indicated (Yes/No)
students
Yes = Reflects SB100
Families informed indicated (Yes/No)
*Notice lists whether supports will be
provided indicated (Yes/No)
Yes = Reflects SB100
List of services indicated (Yes/No)
Specify services
Criteria to determine services indicated
(Yes/No)
Notice and explanation why no services
provided indicated (Yes/No)
Make-up Work
*Opportunity to make up missed work
language indicated (Yes/No)
Yes = Reflects SB100
Policy for make-up work during suspension
indicated (Yes/No)
Parents/students informed of how to
secure/complete indicated (Yes/No)
Re-Entry after
*Facilitation of re-engagement language
Exclusion
indicated (Yes/No) Yes = Reflects SB100
Specific re-engagement policy indicated
(Yes/No)
Specify steps to re-engagement
Training
*Effort to provide PD regarding discipline
language indicated (Yes/No) Yes =
Reflects SB100
Specify professional development topics
District tracks participation in training
indicated (Yes/No)
*Bolded categories were added to Illinois School Code as a result of Senate Bill 100 and
are included in the calculation of results.
**Categories indicated as “repeated” were added to Illinois School Code as a result of
Senate Bill 100 but are repeated elsewhere in the coding system. These categories are
represented only once in the calculation of results.

REFERENCE LIST
Adelman, H. S., & Taylor, L. (2007). Systemic change for school improvement. Journal
of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 17(1), 55-77.
doi:10.1080/10474410709336590
Algozzine, B., Wang, C., & Violette, A. S. (2011). Reexamining the relationship between
academic achievement and social behavior. Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions, 13, 3-16. doi:10.1177/1098300709359084
American Psychological Association Task Force on Zero Tolerance Policies. (2008). Are
zero tolerance policies effective in the schools? An evidentiary review and
recommendations. American Psychologist, 63(9), 852–862.
Arcia, E. (2006). Achievement and enrollment status of suspended students: Outcomes in
a large, multicultural school district. Education and Urban Society, 38(3), 359369.
Babbie, E. R. (2016). The practice of social research (14th ed.). Boston, MA:
Cengage Learning.
Bear, G. G. (2010). School discipline and self-discipline: A practical guide to promoting
prosocial student behavior. New York, NY: Guilford.
Bear, G. G. (2012). Both suspension and alternatives work, depending on one’s aim.
Journal of School Violence, 11(2), 174-186.
Christle, C. A., Jolivette, K., & Nelson, C. M. (2005). Breaking the school to prison
pipeline: Identifying school risk and protective factors for youth delinquency.
Exceptionality, 13(2), 69-88.
Eberhardt, J. L., Goff, P. A., Purdie, V. J., & Davies, P. G. (2004). Seeing black: Race,
crime, and visual processing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
87(6), 876-893.
Eitle, T. M., & Eitle, D. J. (2004). Inequality, segregation, and the overrepresentation
of African Americans in school suspensions. Sociological Perspectives, 47(3),
269–287.
75

76
Ewing, C. P. (2000). Sensible zero tolerance protects students. Harvard Education
Letter, 16(1), 7-8.
Fabelo, T., Thompson, M. D., Plotkin, M., Carmichael, D., Marchbanks, M. P., & Booth,
E. A. (2011). Breaking schools’ rules: A statewide study of how school discipline
relates to student’s success and juvenile justice involvement. New York, NY:
Council of State Governments Justice Center.
Fenning, P., Golomb, S., Gordon, V., Kelly, M., Scheinfield, R., Morello, T., . . . Banull,
C. (2008). Written discipline policies used by administrators: Do we have
sufficient tools of the trade? Journal of School Violence, 7(2), 123-146.
Fenning, P., Parraga, M., & Wilczynski, J. (2000). A comparative analysis of existing
secondary school discipline policies: Implications for improving practice and
school safety. In K. McClafferty, C. A. Torres, & T. R. Mitchell (Eds.),
Challenges of urban education: Sociological perspectives for the next century
(pp. 175-194). Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.
Fenning, P., Pulaski, S., Gomez, M., Morello, M., Maciel, L., Maroney, E., . . . Maltese,
R. (2012). Call to action: A critical need for designing alternatives to suspension
and expulsion. Journal of School Violence, 11(2), 105-117.
Flannery, K. B., Frank, J. L., & Kato, M. M. (2012). School disciplinary responses to
truancy: Current practice and future directions. Journal of School Violence, 11(2),
118–137.
González, T. (2012). Keeping kids in schools: Restorative justice, punitive discipline,
and the school to prison pipeline. Journal of Law & Education, 41(2), 281-335.
Gregory, A., & Cornell, D. (2009). “Tolerating” adolescent needs: Moving away from
zero tolerance policies in high school. Theory into Practice, 48, 106–113.
doi:10.1080/00405840902776327
Gregory, A., & Weinstein, R. S. (2008). The discipline gap and African Americans:
Defiance or cooperation in the high school classroom. Journal of School
Psychology, 46(4), 455–475.
Hemphill, S. A., Heerde, J. A., Herrenkohl, T. I., Toumbourou, J. W., & Catalano, R. F.
(2012). The impact of school suspension on student tobacco use: A longitudinal
study in Victoria, Australia, and Washington State, United States. Health
Education & Behavior, 39(1), 45-56.

77
Hemphill, S. A., Toumbourou, J. W., Herrenkohl, T. I., McMorris, B. J., & Catalano,
R.F. (2006). The effect of school suspensions and arrests on subsequent
adolescent antisocial behavior in Australia and the United States. Journal of
Adolescent Health, 39(5), 736-744.
Himmelstein, K. E., & Bruckner, H. (2011). Criminal-justice and school sanctions against
nonheterosexual youth: A national longitudinal study. Pediatrics, 127(1), 49-57.
Kang-Brown, J., Trone, J., Fratello, J., & Daftary-Kapur, T. (2013). A generation later:
What we’ve learned about zero tolerance in schools. New York, NY: Vera
Institute of Justice.
Knoff, H. (2000). Organizational development and strategic planning for the millennium:
A blueprint toward effective school discipline, safety, and crisis prevention.
Psychology in the Schools, 37(1), 17-32.
Krezmien, M. P., Leone, P. E., & Achilles, G. M. (2006). Suspension, race, and
disability: Analysis of state-wide practices and reporting. Journal of Emotional
and Behavioral Disorders, 14(4), 217–226.
Landrum, T. J., & Kauffman, J. M. (2006). Behavioral approaches to classroom
management. In C. M. Evertson & C. S. Weinstein (Eds.), Handbook of
classroom management: Research, practice, and contemporary issues (pp. 47–
71). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Larson, C. L., & Ovando, C. J. (2001). Racial conflict in a divided community: An
illustrative case study of sociopolitical conflict. In C. L. Larson & C. J. Ovando
(Eds.), The color of bureaucracy: The politics of equity in multicultural school
communities (pp. 31-60). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.
Lewis, C. W., Butler, B. R., Bonner, F. A., & Joubert, M. (2010). African American male
discipline patterns and school district responses resulting impact on academic
achievement: Implications for urban educators and policy makers. Journal of
African American Males in Education, 1(1), 1–19.
Losen, D. J. (2015). Closing the school discipline gap: Equitable remedies for excessive
inclusion. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.
Mallett, C. (2013). Linking disorders to delinquency: Treating high risk youth in the
juvenile justice system. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers Inc.
Mallett, C. A. (2016). The school-to-prison pipeline: A critical review of the punitive
paradigm shift. Child and Adolescent Social Work Journal, 33(1), 15-24.

78
Morgan, E., Salomon, N., Plotkin, M., & Cohen, R. (2014). The school discipline
consensus report: Strategies from the field to keep students engaged in school and
out of the juvenile justice system. New York, NY: The Council of State
Governments Justice Center.
Morrison, B. E., & Vaandering, D. (2012). Restorative justice: Pedagogy, praxis, and
discipline. Journal of School Violence, 11(2), 138-155.
National Center for Education Statistics. (2016). Common core of data (CCD). Retrieved
from http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/rural_locales.asp
Osher, D., Fisher, D., Amos, L., Katz, J., Dwyer, K., Duffey, T., & Colombi, G.D.
(2015). Addressing the root causes of disparities in school discipline: An
educator’s action planning guide. Washington, DC: National Center on Safe
Supportive Learning Environments.
Raffaele Mendez, L. M. (2003). Predictors of suspension and negative school outcomes:
A longitudinal investigation. In J. Wald & D. J. Losen (Eds.), New directions for
youth development (2003 ed., Vol. 99, pp. 17-34). San Francisco, CA: JosseyBass.
Sander, J. B., Sharkey, J. D., Olivarri, R., Tanigawa, D., & Mauseth, T. (2010). A
qualitative study of juvenile offenders, student engagement, and interpersonal
relationships: Implications for research directions and preventionist approaches.
Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 20(4), 1-28.
Sharkey, J. D., & Fenning, P. A. (2012). Rationale for designing school contexts in
support of proactive discipline. Journal of School Violence, 11(2), 95-104.
Skiba, R. J., Arredondo, M. I., & Williams, N. T. (2014). More than a metaphor: The
contribution of exclusionary discipline to a school-to-prison pipeline. Equity &
Excellence in Education, 47(4), 546-564.
Skiba, R. J., Horner, R. H., Choong-Geun, C., Rausch, M. K., May, S. L., & Tobin, T.
(2011). Race is not neutral: A national investigation of African American and
Latino disproportionality in school discipline. School Psychology Review, 40(1),
85–107.
Skiba, R. J., & Knesting, K. (2001). Zero tolerance, zero evidence: An analysis of
school disciplinary practice. New Directions for Youth Development, 2001(92),
17-43.
Skiba, R. J., Michael, R. S., Nardo, A. C., & Peterson, R. (2002). The color of
discipline: Sources of racial and gender disproportionality in school punishment.
The Urban Review, 34(4), 317–342.

79
Skiba, R. J., & Rausch, M. K. (2006). Zero tolerance, suspension, and expulsion:
Questions of equity and effectiveness. In C. M. Evertson & C. S. Weinstein
(Eds.), Handbook of classroom management: Research, practices and
contemporary issues (pp. 1063-1092). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Staats, C. (2016). Understanding implicit bias: What educators should know. American
Educator, 39(4), 29-33.
Suvall, C. (2009). Restorative justice in schools: Learning from Jena High School. Harv.
CR-CLL Rev., 44, 547.
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. (2016a). Public act 99-0456: School
district self-assessment checklist. Retrieved from https://drive.google.com/file/
d/0B8d8PTyuz_W_eE9FYVFFWDN2cEU/view
Transforming School Discipline Collaborative. (2016b). TSDC’s model student code of
conduct: An interdisciplinary approach to transforming school discipline.
Retrieved from https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B8d8PTyuz_W_Q2doWHlJYm
NBYUU/view
U.S. Department of Education. (2014). Guiding principles: A resource guide for
improving school climate and discipline. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved
from http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/school-discipline/guidingprinciples.pdf
U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights. (2014). Civil rights data
collection: Data snapshot (school discipline). Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved
from http://ocrdata.ed.gov/Downloads/CRDC-School-Discipline-Snapshot.pdf
U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division & U.S. Department of Education,
Office for Civil Rights (2014). Dear colleague letter on the Nondiscriminatory
administration of school discipline. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved from
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201401-title-vi.pdf
Vavrus, F., & Cole. K. (2002). "I didn't do nothing": The discursive construction of
suspension. The Urban Review, 34(2), 87-111.
Wald, J., & Losen, D. J. (Eds.) (2003). New directions for youth development:
Deconstructing the school-to-prison pipeline. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

VITA
Melissa Moore was born in Chicago, Illinois, on March 14, 1985. She currently
resides in a suburb of Chicago with her husband, Brett, and daughter, Olivia.
Melissa attended elementary and high school in Vernon Hills, Illinois. She
graduated magna cum laude from University of Notre Dame in 2007 with a Bachelor of
Business Administration degree in Finance. She worked for Merrill Lynch in Chicago
before pursuing a career in education. In 2012, Melissa earned an Educational Specialist
degree in School Psychology from The Chicago School of Professional Psychology. In
2015, she completed a Director of Special Education Certificate Program at Northern
Illinois University.
After earning her Educational Specialist degree, Melissa worked as a school
psychologist at Woodlawn Middle School in Long Grove, Illinois, and subsequently at
Hinsdale South High School in Darien, Illinois. For the past 3 years, she has worked as
Assistant Principal for Student Services at York Community High School in Elmhurst,
Illinois.

80

DISSERTATION COMMITTEE

The Dissertation submitted by Melissa Moore has been read and approved by the
following committee:
Pamela Fenning, Ph.D., Director
Professor, School of Education
Loyola University Chicago
Markeda Newell, Ph.D.
Associate Professor, School of Education
Loyola University Chicago
Miranda Johnson, J.D., M.P.A.
Clinical Professor, School of Law
Loyola University Chicago

